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Ri-ply to OiTiec Action mailcU April 1">, 200S 

REMARKS 

The present Amendment is in response to the Examiner's Office Aclioii mailed April 19, 
2005. Claims 1-27 were pending. Claims 1, 3, 5. 10, 13, and 20 arc amended. Claims 1-27 
remain ponding in view of tlic aljove amendments. 

Reconsideration of the application is respectfully requested in view of the above 
ajncndmenls to the claims and the following remarks. For the Examiner's convenience and 
reference. Applicants' remarks arc presented in the order in which the corresponding issues were 
raised in the Onicc Action. 

Please nolo that the following remarks are not intended to be an exhaustive enumeration 
of the distinctions between any cited references and the claimed invention. Raihor, the 
distinctions identified and discussed below are presented solely by way of example to illusli-ato 
selected diffcrenc&s between the claimed invention and the cited references. In addition. 
Applicants request that ihc Examiner carefully review any references discussed below to ensure 
that Applicants' understanding and discussion of the references, if any, is consistent with Ihe 
lixaniincr' s u ndensUmding. 

A. KciccUons Under 35 IJ.S.C. S 102 

The Office Action rejects claims 1, 2, 4, 5, 10, 12, and 16 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as 
being anticipated by United States Patent No. 6,305,848 to Gregory. However, Gregory— 
assuming arguemlo that it and the other references cited herein qualify as prior art — fails to leach 
each and every clement of the pending claims and thus is not an anticipatoiy reference. 
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Crc-ffory gcjiicrally discloses a high density blindmatc optoelectronic module. In 
particular, Gregory teaches an optocleclronic module 10 configured to mount on a rear edge of a 
motherboard 14. The optoelectronic module is further configured to interface with a mating 
optical connector 12, thereby connecting the optocleclronic module to a pluj-ality of optical fibers 
of the mating optical connector. Tire optoelectronic module further includes a transceiver 
mounting block 16 that defines apertures 18 that are each configured to receive a conncctorizcd 
optical sub-asscnibly 28. Each optical sub-assembly in turn includes a pair of optical 
iransniitters 60, 62 and a pair of optical receivers 64, 66 positioned within a cavity 67 of the 
optical sub-assembly. Each optical sub-assembly is mounted to a daughter card 20, which in 
turn is connected to tlic mother board. See Gregory, col. 4, 1. 49 - col. 5, 1. 36; Figs. 2-5. 

The clainicd invention is substantially distinct from the device taught by Gregory. In 
particular independent claim 1 rcquucs, in an optoelectronic module array system, the presence 
of a host board, a plurality of daughter cards that are each connected to the host board, and "a 
plurality of optoelectronic modules that are each selectively and removably connected to a 
respective one of the daughter cards." Gregory discloses no such module array system. In 
contrast, Gregory teaches an optical sub-assembly 28 and a respective daughter card 20 that arc 
not removably connected, but rather connected by a solder joint. This is seen in col. 5, II. 64-67 
of Gregory, which state: 

'ITie electrical leads 84 extending from the back end of the conncctorizcd optical 
sub-assembly 28 arc soldered to solder pads 72 fonned on a surface, of the 
daughter card 20. (limphasis added.) 
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Indeed, no suggestion or molivation for removal of the optical sub-asscrably 28 from its 
connection with the daughter card appears to exist in Gregory. While removal of the daughter 
cards 20 from Ihc mother board 14 is discussed, no such removal is disclosed regarding a 
removable connection between the optical sub-assembly and its respective daughter card. This 
point is further bolstered by the discussion in Gregory, col. 5, 1. 67 - eol. 6, 1 4, which describes 
the circuitry and components located on the daughter card 20 that arc needed for operation of the 
optical transmitters nnd receivers of the optical sub-assembly 28, thereby suggesting an integral 
connection between the optical sub-assembly nnd daughter card o? Gregory. 

Gregory therefore ncltlicr leaches nor suggests optoelectronic modules that arc 
selectively and removably comiecleil to a daughter card of an optoelectronic module array 
system, as required by independent claim 1 of the present invention. Consequently, Gregory 
fails to tench or suggest each and every element of claim 1 and thus cannot be used to anticipate 
the present invention, rurther, inasmuch as claims 2-9 are variously dependent on independent 
claim I, they arc also allowable for at least the reasons given above. Applicant therefore 
respectfully submits that each of the above claims is patentably distinct and requests thai the 
Section 102 rejection in view ot Gregory be withdrawn. 

Independent claim 10 is also patentably distinct from Gregory. In particular, claim 10 
discloses an optical transceiver module array system, including a host board, a plurality of 
daughter cords that arc each operably connected to the host board, and "a plurality of transceiver 
modules that are each removably connected to a respective one of the daughter cards." As 
discussed above, Gregory fails to teach at least this limitation. Thus claim 10 and dependent 
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Kcpiy lo OlTtCC Aciion nuilcd April 1<J, 2005 

claims 1 1, 12, 14, and 15 that depend tlierefrom aie allowable, and the Section 102 rejection in 
view o(Grcfiory should be withdrawn. 

Finally^ ApplicLints submit that independent claim 16 is palcntably distinct from Gregory, 
In particular, independent claim 16 discloses an optical transceiver module array system, 
including a host board, a plurality of daughter cards connected to the host board, ''a plurality of 
cages that are each connected to a respective one of the daughter cards " and "a plurality of 
transceiver modules tliat arc each received by a respective one of the cages:' Gregory Qiils to 
leach such a device as required by independent claim 16. Indeed, while the Office Action alleges 
that tho cavity 67 shown in Figure 4 of Gregory contains optical transmitter and receiver 
elements of the optical sub-assembly 28 and thus serves as some type of "cage," Applicants note 
that the cavity 67 Uself forms part of the optical sub-assembly 28 of Gregory. As such, the 
cavity 67 is physically incapable of receiving itself, i.t?., the optical sub-assembly 28, therein. 
Rather, Gregory at most describes a single block, le.^ the transceiver mounting block 16, that 
receives all of the optical sub-assemblies 28- No suggestion or motivation to the contrary 
appears to be taught by Gregory. 

In light of the above, Gregory fails to anticipate tlie present claimed invention embodied 
in claim 16. Accordingly, the rejection under Section 102 of this claim and each of its dependent 
claims 17-19, should be withdrawn. 
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B. Rfejfections Under 35 1J-S,C. S 1Q3 

The Office Action rejects claims 3. 9, aiid 17 under 35 IJ.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Gregory as applied to claims 1 and 16. Also, claim 6, 18» and 19 arc rejected 
under Section 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gregory in view of United States Patent No. 
6,358.066 to GilUand, ct al. (^'Gilliandy 

Applicants note that each of the above rejections is at least partly based upon the Gregory 
reference. It is further noted that each of tlie above rejected claims is variously dependent upon 
one of the independent claims 1 and 16. As was previously discussed, the teachings of Gregory 
are inapphcablc to the present invention as applied to independent claim 1 or 16 for failing to 
teach or suggest each of tbc limitations contained in those claims. Thus, Gregory is equally 
inapplicable to the present claims rejected under Section 103 for at least the same reasons, thai is, 
its failure to teach or suggest all of the claim limitations contained not only in independent claim 
U but also the limitations contained in the present rejected dependent claims. Thus, tlic 
Examiner has failed to make out a prima facie case of obviousness. Applicants therefore submit 
that claims 2, 4, 5, 7, 8, and 1 1-15 are allowable and that the above rejection under Section 103 
should be withdrawn. 

C. Allowable Suhiect Matter 

The Office Action objects to claims 7, 8, II, 13-15, and 20-27 as being dependent upon 
rejected base claims, but stales that these claims would be allowable if rewritten in independent 
form to include all the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. lu response. 



ApplicdUOn Ni>. 10/710,149 
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Kcply 10 Ornrc Aciiun ntailcd ApHI 19, 2005 
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Kcply \f» OiVirc Actiuii tmiXal April 10, 2005 

Applicants have rcwrilten claims 13 and 20 Iti independent forni lo include all of the limitations 
of the base claim and any intervening claims. As such. Applicants respectfully submit that 
claims 13 and 20, together with the claims that depend therefrom, arc allowable and request lhat 
tlic objection lo these claims bo withdrawn. 
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CONCLUSION 



In view of the rorcgoing, Applicants believe that each of the pending claims 1-27 is now 
in condilioii for allowance. Therolbrc. reconsideration of the rejections is requested and 
allowance of those claims is respectfully solicited. In the event that the Examiner finds any 
remnining impediment to a prompt allowance of this application that can be clarifii-nl in a 
telephonic interview, the Examiner is respectfully requested to initiate the same with the 
undersigned attovney. 



Dated this ^day of July, 2005, 





Registration No. 48,959 
Allonicy for Applicant 
Customer No. 022913 



Telephone: (801) 533-9800 
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